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ABSTRACT 
The field of destination image has been widely discussed in the destination literature since the 
early 1970s (see Mayo, 1973). However the extent to which travel context impacts on an 
individual’s destination image evaluation, and therefore destination choice, has received scant 
attention (Hu & Ritchie, 1993). This study, utilising expectancy-value theory, sought to elicit 
salient destination attributes from consumers across two travel contexts: short-break holidays 
and longer getaways. Using the Repertory Test technique, attributes elicited as being salient 
for short-break holidays were consistent with those elicited for longer getaways. While this 
study was limited to Brisbane’s near-home destinations, the results will be of interest to 
destination marketers and researchers interested in the challenge of positioning a destination 
in diverse markets. 
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Introduction 
 
Destinations have become more substitutable and difficult to differentiate, leading to strong 
competition (Pike, 2005). For this reason, destination image has become a core component of 
the destination brand (Boo, Baloglu & Busser, 2009, Konecnik & Gartner, 2007). Destination 
image is used to communicate and enhance the perception of the destination in the mind of 
the consumer, to differentiate the destination from the myriad of competing places offering 
similar features. This communication can also assist to position the destination more 
effectively relative to competitors, to encourage visitation. Destination image refers to the 
cognitive aspects a consumer has of a destination. Expectancy-value theory is used in this 
study to examine what cognitive aspects of the destination are salient to consumers when 
evaluating a destination image for travel reasons, or a particular travel context. However, the 
majority of previous destination image studies have surveyed consumers’ perceptions of a 
destination without any travel context in mind; even though it has been argued that 
consumers will consider different sets of destinations based on the reason for travel (Pike, 
2006).That is, attributes used to assess destination choice will differ across travel contexts, 
resulting in different destination sets. Theoretically, this study aims to evaluate destination 
travel context using expectancy-value theory, and the ability of the theory to assess 
destinations across different product categories, or travel contexts. This paper will discuss 
expectancy-value theory, destination image, and travel context, before investigating the 
extent to which differences exist between the salient attributes elicited for two travel 
contexts: short-break holidays and longer getaways. Findings will be evaluated both 
conceptually, in regards to expectancy-value theory, and practically, relevant to the research 
specific situation. 
 
 
Literature review 
 
Expectancy-value theory has been used widely in a variety of different contexts including 
interactive communication (Lin, 2003), managerial attitudes of small business managers 
(Wiklund, Davidsson & Delmar, 2003), the development and motivation of children 
(Wigfield, 1994, Xiang, McBride, Guan & Solmon, 2003), consumer attitudes (Cohen, 
Fishbein & Ahtola, 1972) and marketing (Vinson, Scott & Lamont, 1977). Expectancy-value 
theory is the premise that “a cognitive structure [is]made up of beliefs about the potentialities 
of that object for attaining or blocking the realization of valued states” (Rosenberg,1956).The 
theory was developed to assess a person’s attitude toward a particular object. The use of these 
models is facilitated on the view that a “person’s attitude toward an object is a function of 
[their] salient beliefs that the object has certain attributes and [their] evaluations of these 
attributes” (Azjen & Fishbein, 1980, p. 153). This allows a brand to be evaluated against any 
other brand within the same product category on a particular set of crucial evaluative criteria, 
or attributes (Fishbein & Azjen, 1980). However, while expectancy-value theory has been 
useful for evaluating brands within one particular product category, there is a need to extend 
this. Some brands, or destinations, market to a wide range of consumers for a variety of 
different reasons, or travel contexts. Therefore, while destinations can be evaluated against 
others for one particular reason of travel, the image of a destination cannot be compared 
across travel contexts. 
 
Destination image has been widely discussed in the literature since 1973 (see Mayo, 1973). 
Crompton (1979, p. 18) defined destination image as “the sum of beliefs, ideas and 
impressions that a person has of a destination”. That is the associations a consumer has with a 
destination, influence the perception they have of that destination, and in turn, their likelihood 
to visit (Baloglu & McCleary, 1999, Gallarza, Gil & Calderon, 2002). This study focused on 
the cognitive aspect of destination image. That is, those attributes of a destination used to 
evaluate the image. Little research has been conducted in regards to travel context, and 
whether different attributes are required to assess destination image based on the reason of 
travel. Therefore, while expectancy-value theory may be useful to assess brands, or in this 
case destinations, this study aims to identify if evaluations can be conducted across different 
travel contexts. 
 
Travel context is defined as the purpose of a trip (Snepenger & Milner, 1990). The topic of 
travel context has received scant attention in the destination marketing literature (Hu & 
Ritchie, 1993). Travel context has been derived from usage context discussed widely in the 
marketing literature (Belk, 1975, Barsalou, 1988, Desai & Hoyer, 2000). Travel context is 
important, as “some consumer choices are situation-specific, and different individuals may 
have their preference with varying usage or consumptions in mind” (Srivastava, 1980). Pike’s 
(2002, 2007) studies of destination image literature between 1973 and 2007 found that from 
over 260 publications, only 37 of these had discussed travel context. However, it has been 
argued in the literature that an individual consumer “will likely hold different decision sets of 
destinations for different types of holidays”. A decision set being a set of destinations that a 
consumer will consider for their next holiday (Howard & Sheth, 1969). Furthermore, a study 
by Hu and Ritchie (1993) compared two travel contexts, and suggested the need for 
researchers to specify the travel context. Hu and Ritchie’s (1993) study examined destination 
attractiveness by comparing attributes from the literature, across two travel contexts: 
recreational travel and educational travel. Attributes were pre-determined and not elicited 
from the consumer. However, more accurate results across travel contexts may be possible 
through the elicitation of attributes which are salient to the consumer. This study aims to 
elicit salient attributes from consumers to identify if the attributes attained differ across two 
travel contexts: short-break holidays, and longer getaways. 
 
 
 
Methodology 
 
Personal interviews with consumers were conducted to identify salient attributes used when 
evaluating destinations. The Repertory Test technique was used within these interviews. 
Based on personal construct theory, Repertory Test has since been extended to a variety of 
different contexts, such as music education (Taylor & Hallam, 2008), emotions (Parkinson & 
Lea, 1991), paid employment (Brook & Brook, 1989) and project management (Napier, Keil 
& Tan, 2009).The technique has been  used to better understand how people anticipate future 
events (Kelly, 1955). In other words, what constructs or attributes, people use to interpret the 
environment around them through their own lens (Coshall, 2000). The Repertory Test 
technique was chosen as the most appropriate method as it elicits short and concise responses 
(Burton & Nerlove, 1976) in the language of the consumer (Sampson, 1972), attains those 
attributes which are salient, and is timely and cost-effective. The purpose of the Repertory 
Test technique is to identify the salient attributes that people use to evaluate objects such as 
brands, or in this, case destinations. Participants were provided with a list of destinations and 
asked to compare and evaluate them in regards to a particular context. The triad procedure is 
commonly used in the Repertory Test technique, where each participant was presented with 
different combinations of three destinations at a time. They were then asked, based on the 
travel context: “In what important way are two of these destinations similar, but different 
from the third?” This resulted in a list of verbal statements representing salient destination 
image attributes consumers use to evaluate destinations near Brisbane.  Interviews were 
conducted between July and December of 2010. The research was limited to destinations near 
Brisbane, Queensland, and two travel contexts were examined: short-break holidays and 
longer getaways.  
 
Destinations were presented to a total of 21 participants for comparison. Selection of the 
destinations was conducted based on those which had the highest top-of-mind awareness to 
consumers for the region from a previous study of near home destination preferences for 
Brisbane residents (see Pike, 2007). Destinations used were: 1) the Sunshine Coast; 2) the 
Gold Coast; 3) Northern New South Wales; 4) the Fraser Coast; 5) the Darling Downs; 6) the 
Moreton Bay Islands; 7) the Coral Coast; 8) the Discovery Coast; and 9) the Capricorn Coast. 
A pilot study of six consumers was conducted to identify any concerns in regards to the 
technique, such as, problems regarding lack of awareness of destinations provided. While 
consumers were knowledgeable about some of the destinations within the regions, many were 
unaware of the overall region names. For this reason, examples of destinations in each region 
were selected and placed on the cards. Destinations within the regions were chosen based on 
those destinations DMOs focused on in regional management and promotion plans (Tourism 
New South Wales, 2010, Tourism Queensland, 2010a,b,c,d,e,f).  
 
Two groups of Generation Y participants, one for each travel context, were interviewed. 
Previously, differences have been found using the Repertory Test technique, for different age 
groups based on the number of attributes elicited when considering interest in a museum 
(Caldwell & Coshall, 2002). However, overall there was considered to be a similar level of 
interest for different reasons. To ensure age has less influence than the overall travel context, 
one age group, Generation Y, was chosen. As the scope was destinations near Brisbane, only 
Brisbane residents were interviewed. To ensure they had some awareness of the destinations 
under scrutiny, they were also required to have lived in the Brisbane area for at least 12 
months. Students studying market research at both an undergraduate and postgraduate level 
were invited via email to participate in the interviews. A snowball sampling technique was 
utilised, and participants were asked to refer friends or family who could participate. A total 
of 21 participants were interviewed across both the short-break and longer getaway rounds, 
with 11 participants and 10 participants respectively to each round. Data was collected from 
the participants until saturation (Frost & Braine, 1967, Pearce, 1982, Sampson, 1972). This 
sample size is comparative to previous studies which have used the Repertory Test technique 
(Pearce, 1982).  
 
A total of 225 statements were elicited from the short-break group and 190 from the longer 
getaway group. Content analysis was used to reduce these to 21 summary themes for each 
round. Coding was conducted to place attributes in categories which were internally 
homogeneous, yet externally heterogeneous (Guba, 1978). Categories were then verified by 
four co-researchers (Stewart & Stewart, 1981). Once the categories had been finalised, they 
were ranked based first on how many participants had mentioned them, and secondly on the 
number of times the verbal statements within the categories were mentioned by participants. 
This allowed for a comparison between the contexts outlined in table one. 
 
 
  
Results 
 
Table one outlines each of the attribute categories identified. The table also shows both the 
rankings based on frequency for each round, and the number of participants for each round 
that mentioned each attribute category. 
 
Table one 
Comparison of attributes across travel contexts 
Attribute category Rank– short n– short  Rank– long n– Long  
Beaches 1 11/11 1 9/10 
Familiarity 2 9/11 2 9/10 
Nature 3 9/11 3 8/10 
Distance 4 9/11 =6 6/10 
Lots to see and do 5 8/11 4 7/10 
Popular 6 7/11 =6 6/10 
Tourist information =7 6/11 13 4/10 
Accessibility =7 6/11 14 3/10 
Weather/ climate 9 5/11 =15 3/10 
Atmosphere 10 5/11 =10 4/10 
Cuisine =11 4/11 5 6/10 
Developed =11 4/11 12 4/10 
Tourist attractions 13 3/11 =10 4/10 
Accommodation 14 3/11 =8 5/10 
Neighbouring destinations 15 3/11 =8 5/10 
Friendly local people 16 3/11 =15 3/10 
Facilities =17 2/11   
Cost =17 2/11 =18 2/10 
Nightlife and entertainment =17 2/11 17 2/10 
Cultural 20 1/11 =18 2/10 
History 21 1/11 21 1/10 
Shopping   20 2/10 
* Note: = represents a tied result 
 
While there were differences identified in the ranking of attribute category salience across the 
contexts, attributes remained the consistent, with the exception of “facilities” and “shopping”. 
However, both were ranked at 17 and 20 respectively, from a possible 21.That is, while travel 
context has been debated to have a high impact to destination image, the results suggest this 
may not be the case. Overall, the three most importantly ranked attributes, “beaches”, 
“familiarity”, and “nature” remained consistent across both the short-break and longer 
getaway interviews. While “familiarity” was ranked highly, it must be noted that for short-
break holidays this primarily related to participants having knowledge of the destination 
before travel. However, in regards to longer getaways more or less familiarity differed 
between participants. The following attributes: “popularity”, “lots to see and do”, 
“atmosphere”, “tourist attractions”, “developed”, and “friendly local people” remained 
relatively consistent across both travel contexts. Likewise, “history”, “cultural”, “nightlife 
and entertainment”, and “cost” remained consistently ranked 17 or higher out of a possible 21 
attributes. “Distance” was another attribute that remained consistent, however it must be 
noted that while it was deemed important across the contexts, those participating in the short-
break interviews expressed the need for closer destinations, whereas those in the longer 
getaway interviews expressed varying wants. Additionally, some differences did exist across 
the rankings. “Tourist information” which ranked seven from a possible 21 in the short-break 
interviews, decreased to 13 for the longer getaway analysis. “Accessibility” was also ranked 
higher in the short-break round at seven, and decreased to 14. While “neighbouring 
destinations” were important for longer getaways with a rank of eight from a possible 21, this 
decreased to 15 for the short-break interviews. “Cuisine” was ranked at five for the longer 
getaway round, and decreased to 11. 
 
Comparison of the two contexts indicates that relatively consistent attribute categories were 
identified. However, different rankings of frequency exist for each context. This suggests that 
attribute categories used to evaluate destinations remain consistent, but have differing levels 
of salience to participants relative to the travel context under scrutiny. 
 
 
Discussion 
 
Conceptually, this study contributes to the literature by identifying minimal differences 
between travel contexts. It is proposed, based on the attributes elicited, that destinations could 
be evaluated across travel contexts. As salient attributes tended to remain relatively 
consistent, this suggests that expectancy-value theory could be extended in regards to 
destinations. That is, this research proposes that destinations could be measured across travel 
contexts, using expectancy-value theory. Practically, DMOs face the challenge of 
communicating the features of their destination in a succinct way. The positioning strategies 
they use focus on only a few key attributes. However, destination marketers also operate in 
multiple markets, and the challenge of designing different messages for different markets is 
considerable. This research indicates that for Brisbane’s near home destinations, the same 
positioning theme can be used for both short-break and longer getaway segments. This 
finding will be of interest to marketers and researchers in other parts of the world even 
though the findings in this study, in terms of salient attributes, have limited generalisability. It 
is highly recommended that further research be conducted into this field. While attribute 
categories remained relatively consistent across both short-breaks and longer getaways, other 
contexts should be explored. Furthermore, this research is not generalisable outside of the 
sample of Generation Y, or near home destinations to Brisbane.  It is recommended that 
quantitative research is conducted to assist in validating the results from this study and to 
create further comparisons across different travel contexts.  
 
The overall aim of this research was to identify if a similar list of attributes would be elicited 
to allow evaluation of destinations across travel contexts. This relates to the expectancy-value 
theory, in which consistent salient attributes utilised in the decision making process are used 
to compare brands or objects. While expectancy-value theory can be used to evaluate a 
destination’s image for a particular travel context, little research has been conducted to see if 
evaluation can be conducted across travel contexts. The consistency of the results suggests 
comparison is possible. However, while the results indicate consistency of attributes across 
contexts, further research is recommended to increase the validity and reliability of these 
findings.  
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